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Attention Bar Examiners! 


A manual for bar examiners is now being prepared under the joint spon- 
sorship of The National Conference of Bar Examiners, the Section of Legal 
Education of the American Bar Association, and the Association of American 
Law Schools. Mr. Shelden D. Elliott, Chairman of the Committee on Admis- 
sions of the latter Association and former Secretary of the California Com- 
mittee of Bar Examiners, is in charge of the project, and his tentative outline 
contemplates the grouping of material under four major headings: (1) pre- 
paring the bar examination; (2) administering the bar examination; (3) 
grading the bar examination answers; and (4) appraisal of the bar examina- 
tion as a testing device. The three sponsor-organizations desire to make this a 
useful handbook of the most practical value, and urge all bar examiners to 
submit immediately their suggestions as to what the manual should contain. 
Letters should be addressed to Mr. Elliott at 3660 University Avenue, Los 
Angeles, California. 


The 1939 Statistics 


Figures showing admissions to the bar in 1939 are given in this issue. The 
total number of individual bar examinations taken was 15,985, about 800 less 
than in 1938. However, the percent passing stepped up from 48 to 51 percent, 
with the result that the admissions by examination in 1939, 8,102, were only 
three less than in 1938. The greatest decreases in applicants taking examina- 
tions occurred in the District of Columbia, Illinois, Texas, Indiana, and New 
York. Nineteen states raised the percent passing by ten or more points, while 
only eight lowered it by that amount. The admissions on diploma dropped to 
429, or 263 less than for 1938, resulting chiefly from the complete elimination 
of that privilege in Nebraska and Texas. Attorneys from other states admitted 
on motion decreased from 591 to 471. There were 8,531 new admissions in the 
United States for 1939, compared with 8,797 for 1938. 
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Bar Examination Results to Be Considered 
in Approving Law Schools 


By JaMEs E. BRENNER 
Secretary of the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar 


At the January meeting of the Council of the Section of Legal Education 
and Admissions to the Bar of the American Bar Association a resolution was 
passed, the effect of which is to give consideration to bar examination results 
in approving law schools. As finally adopted the Council reserves the discre- 
tionary power to give its approval in the first instance or to continue the 
approval of a law school even though the school is not making a satisfactory 
showing in the bar examinations because of extenuating circumstances or 
because the bar examination is not geared to test acceptable law school training. 

If the bar examination questions are scientifically prepared and if they 
are the law school type, as they should be for proper evaluation of the training 
for the legal profession, the results in the bar examinations should be of 
assistance to the Council in considering law schools for approval. However, 
if bar examination questions are largely informational and not designed to test 
the analytical power and reasoning ability of the applicant, or if they may be 
easily recognized as based on recent decisions, or if they do not properly 
measure the caliber of the law school training, then the results in the bar 
examinations will not be helpful to the Council. Where such conditions exist 
it will be expected to exercise its discretion and not consider bar examination 
results in approving law schools. 

In order to make the resolution effective it will be necessary for the 
Council to have the cooperation of the state boards of bar examiners in fur- 
nishing it with the results in their respective bar examinations according to 
the success of the various law schools which are represented in the examina- 
tions. An inquiry was recently addressed to the secretary of the board of bar 
examiners in each of the states and the District of Columbia, asking whether 
this information could be made available to the Council. Replies have been 
received from the majority of the secretaries and in only one instance was 
there an indication of lack of enthusiastic cooperation in furnishing the desired 
data. In one state the secretary of the board, who is also the Clerk of the 
Supreme Court, stated that the employes of his office could not take on any 
more work, but he pointed out that the records of the office are public records 
and open for inspection at all times to any person seeking information. In 
another state the court has heretofore treated the information desired by the 
Council as confidential, but it is hoped that arrangements may be made to 
obtain the data for confidential use by the Council. 

In some instances the boards concerned have not had a meeting since the 
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inquiry was sent out by the Council, but it is anticipated that these boards 
will give the same splendid cooperation as that tendered by those which have 
already responded. 

The resolution of the Council has possibilities of becoming the basis 
for one of the most important forward steps that has been taken in raising the 
standards for admission to practice. It should be an incentive to all boards of 
bar examiners to provide bar examinations which can be used as reliable tests 
for evaluating law school training, and it should also be an incentive to all law 
schools to provide the sound fundamental training which will insure a high 
percentage of success in bar examinations of this type. 


Some Problems of Admission to the Bar That Affect 
the Law Schools* 


By Marron R. Kir« woop 
Dean, Stanford University Law School 


The bar admission process is full of problems, most of which have implica- 
tions for legal education. In the time available today no comprehensive con- 
sideration of these problems is possible. I shall confine myself, in the main, to 
matters which have been discussed or suggested in recent reports of the com- 
mittee of this Association on Cooperation With the Bench and Bar and Bar 
Admissions. 

First, the matter of quotas. In the reports and discussions on this subject 
there has appeared to be some confusion due to the absence of a definition of 
the word quota. Some have applied the term to any restrictive measure. Thus 
it has been said that we now have a quota system in the bar examinations 
themselves which affect the numbers admitted and also in the present require- 
ment of certain educational qualifications which have the same effect. To others 
these restrictions if properly called quotas at all are not “arbitrary” quotas. In 
line with this view and for the purposes of this paper I shall use “quota” to 
mean any numerical restriction upon admission, whether fixed or determined 
upon a ratio of lawyers to population or per capita wealth or by any similar 
device, applied without regard to the quality of the applicants. 

The only justification for a quota, so defined, is to prevent overcrowding in 
the Bar and the evils in the administration of justice that are assumed to result 
therefrom. The proponents of the quota would seem to have the burden of 
proving that the Bar is overcrowded. What do we know about this matter? 
There have been half a dozen surveys of local bars during the past ten years. 
Some of them seem to find an overcrowded condition and some do not. Quite 


*Address delivered at the meeting of the Association of American Law Schools in 
Chicago Dec. 28, 1939. 
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likely there is overcrowding in some localities and not in others. For most— 
possibly all—of the country we really do not know. I think this can probably 
be said even where surveys have indicated the presence of overcrowding at 
the date of the survey. It has been suggested that much more legal service is 
needed than is being provided and in the Connecticut survey definite evidence 
of this was found. Possibly, therefore, what we need is a reorganization of the 
Bar rather than a constriction of it. Furthermore, who knows whether the pres- 
ent decade is merely a temporary period of economic hard times or whether it 
is a sample of what the indefinite future has in store for us. Until much more 
study has been given to the problem in all its aspects, I submit that we are in 
no position to judge of the necessity of quotas for restrictive purposes. It is to 
be hoped that surveys and similar studies will go on so that some time in the 
future we may have the data upon which intelligent action can be based. We 
do not have such now. 

Even if we assume the fact of overcrowding, it must still be proved that 
unethical practices are a consequence thereof. No restriction on numbers can 
be justified on the ground merely of pecuniary advantage to other lawyers un- 
less we are prepared to establish similar restrictions upon every other vocation. 
If overcrowding is the prime cause of unethical practice one might reasonably 
expect to find that a high percentage of those engaged in such pursuit are young 
newcomers to the Bar who cannot get legitimate practice. In my state, at any 
rate, this is not the case. The records in California show that from 1927 to July, 
1939, 397 lawyers were disciplined by disbarment, suspension, public or 
private reprimand. Of this number we have age statistics for all but 9. 
Only 18.05% of the group were under 35 years of age; 31.18% were from 
35 to 44; 28.08% were from 45 to 54; 17.01% from 55 to 64 and 5.68% were 
65 or over. I have an idea that much if not all of the unethical practice 
that is being carried on can be attributed to two classes of lawyers: (1) Those 
of good ability but without ethical inhibitions who find such practice the easiest 
and most profitable, and (2) those who are incompetent and who fail to get 
legitimate business for that reason, regardless of age. A quota will not keep 
either of these groups out of the Bar. The solution generally offered for this 
problem is a character test. Just a few words on this score. Do not the figures 
just given suggest what seems to me obvious, namely, that we can’t tell what 
a man will do, ethically, until he has been subjected to economic pressure or at 
least has faced temptation? Character study is very fruitful in dealing with 
older applicants who have had worldly experience. Particularly is this true of 
those seeking admission on motion after some years of practice in other states. 
The work of the National Conference of Bar Examiners in investigating such 
persons has demonstrated its utility. But with the much larger mass of young 
people fresh from college and law school we do not get very significant results 
from such a test. 
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For the lawyers who are unethical because of incompetency the obvious 
remedy is a more severe competency test. I shall speak of this more fully a 
little later. 

But even if the quota proponent convinces us of the fact of overcrowding 
and that such is the source of evil practices he still faces some very substantial 
obstacles. There are many who feel that such a restrictive device is funda- 
mentally unsound as not in accord with the equality of opportunity that should 
exist in a democratic country. Also they are fearful of the difficulties involved 
in administering a quota system. For example, how is the number to be deter- 
mined? By whom can it be determined to give assurance of intelligent treat- 
ment of the profession’s needs on the one hand, and, on the other, to avoid the 
evil effects of a decision based upon self interest? What geographical unit shall 
be employed? When the number is fixed how shall we choose from among the 
applicants? If any discretion is to be permitted, how can we be sure of a selec- 
tion that will keep the Bar democratic? A long list of applicants will develop 
and unless we change our definition of what constitutes the practice of law will 
not the quota provide the basis for a “racket”? It is not now considered prac- 
ticing law for one to do all kinds of legal research and prepare memoranda and 
briefs thereon for a duly admitted practitioner who assumes responsibility 
therefor. The waiting applicants may be so employed. Under such a situation 
the quota will not help solve the problem of overcrowding. Its chief effect will 
be to enable those who are admitted to exploit those who are not. Also the 
presence of many applicants may readily aggravate the unlawful practice prob- 
lem. Is it not likely that many of these young people will seek positions in 
banks, real estate offices, etc., and employ their legal training in a manner that 
will grieve the Bar? 

Those of us who have the task of placing our graduates will, I am sure, 
agree that for the most part there is no serious difficulty in finding openings 
for those at the top of the class, but the farther we go down the ladder of scholas- 
tic standing the more difficult the problem becomes. I am satisfied that we have 
no overcrowding of really first class material in the profession. If there be over- 
crowding it is not at the top but at the bottom of the profession. I do not believe 
that this audience needs statistical proof that there is very considerable room 
for improvement in the quality of those being admitted. We can never provide 
a steady flow of men of high and equal competency but we can narrow the 
range very considerably by a substantial cutting off at the bottom. It is my 
view that this Association will accomplish much more by working toward this 
goal than by attempting to establish quotas. Furthermore, I venture to think 
that the profession will be more sympathetic toward such a program than it 
will be toward quotas. There seems to be some evidence of this in a recent New 
Jersey survey. Those in charge of the study tell me that their tabulations are not’ 
yet complete and I cannot, therefore, provide you with official information. 
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But a news story states that out of some 2386 lawyers who responded to a 
questionnaire, 75% favored a limitation on the number of admissions. When it 
came to determining the means of effecting such a limitation 1378 or approxi- 
mately 58% favored higher educational standards. 

Limitation, however, should not be our principal or even an important 
motive. We should seek improvement in quality even though numbers are not 
affected at all. What, then, can be done to elevate the qualitative average of the 
recruits coming into the profession? 

Last year our Committee on Bench and Bar suggested that at present Bar 
Examiners are testing only one of the three qualities essential in a desirable 
candidate. They are testing his legal learning. They are not testing his natural 
ability or his general education. Should the Bar Examiners be attacking these 
two problems? It seems to me that the plain answer should be yes if it is practi- 
cable to do so. 

As to natural ability. Another contributor to this symposium has discussed 
the matter of aptitude tests in relation to admission to law school and I shall not 
trespass on his field. I should like to say a few words, however, as to the relation 
of aptitude tests to bar examination results. A study has been made in Cali- 
fornia on this matter based upon the records of 195 graduates of a certain law 
school. They were divided into 5 groups on the basis of their relative standings 
in a college aptitude test as follows: 

Aver. Grade Number who Per cent 





Number in College Aptitude in Bar Ex. passed Bar passing Bar 
Class the class Test scores (70 passing) Ex. 1sttime Ex. Ist time 
A 26 100-134 75.73 25 96.15 
B 36 90- 99 75.36 35 97.22 
_&: 50 80- 89 74.14 43 86. 
D 45 70- 79 72.58 34 75.56 
E 38 36- 69 71.03 27 71.05 
Total 195 


Since the ultimate requirement for admission to practice is success in the 
bar examination, these figures are quite significant. They show almost a perfect 
curve. I might add, parenthetically, that the curve is equally perfect for the 
correlation between the aptitude test and the Law School record when treated 
in groups. For individuals the correlation is, of course, not perfect. We have 
employed the aptitude test in connection with the academic record of the stu- 
dent for purposes of admission to law school. There it is being applied to indi- 
viduals rather than groups. We made a study over a period of eight years before 
putting the test into effect and found that the aptitude test and the academic 
record together gave excellent results in a negative manner. That is to say, 
as a basis for a rule of exclusion we found that an applicant with less than 
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a median aptitude test score and less than a C+ academic record was an ex- 
ceedingly poor risk in Law School. 

Can the same test be employed to forecast bar examination results? We 
have a study covering 242 individuals who, as freshmen, had taken the same 
aptitude test, who had taken undergraduate work in the same university and 
who later took the California bar examination. When we compare the mul- 
tiple of their aptitude test scores and their undergraduate grade point averages 
with their bar examination results we get the following picture: 

Passed 
Took but’ Bar Ex. Total 


Multiple of havenot aftermore of two 
No. in Apt. scores & passed than one preceding ™% of the 





Class Class G. P. av. Bar Ex. attempt columns’- group 
A 61 256-403 1 1 1.6 
B 61 211-255 2 6 8 13.1 
Cc 60 176-210 2 14 16 26.6 
D 60 90-175 9 13 22 36.6 


This table indicates that in group D more than one-third failed to pass 
the bar examination on the first attempt. Now even in group D there was 
considerable sifting. They were all persons who were admitted to a college in 
which they studied at least three years and were then admitted to some law 
school and studied law three years before taking the bar examination. A similar 
test applied to applicants who are not subjected to much sifting might give 
significant results. I wish we might have an experiment covering several years 
time in which all students registering with a committee of bar examiners at the 
time of beginning law study were required to take a law aptitude test and were 
then followed up until they took a bar examination. I wonder if a five year 
study of this nature might not disclose something very useful as a basis for 
rejecting applicants even before they enter upon law study. 

What can bar examiners do in testing the general education of the 
applicant? There is obviously more difficulty in examining upon two years 
of college work than upon three years of law school work. The latter has 
more or less definite boundaries which will circumscribe the work of all the 
applicants. This is not true of two years of college unless the examiners are 
to lay down a prescribed pre-legal course. In view of the inability of this 
Association to come to any agreement upon the proper content of a pre-legal 
program, we cannot criticize examiners for not doing so. For my part, I don’t 
want them to attempt any such thing. As matters now stand, I wonder if they 
can be asked to do more than we do, i.e. require two years of college work, 
excluding non-theoretical courses, acceptable in quality for a bachelor’s degree 
by the state university or the principal colleges and universities in the state. 
However, it may be possible in the not too remote future to do more. I under- 
stand that the American Council on Education has been at work for some 
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years on comprehensive subject matter tests covering two years of college. 
These include tests in English usage and vocabulary, literary comprehension, 
general culture and contemporary affairs (governmental, scientific, social, 
economic, literary, amusement, etc.). There are also detailed tests in English, 
foreign languages, general science, physics, chemistry, etc. These tests have 
been used to some extent for other purposes and offer a field of study for 
our purpose. 

In some 30 states registration with the examiners is now required prior 
to the beginning of law study. In some the requirement is limited to certain 
classes of students but it can be easily extended to all students as is now fre- 
quently the case. The matter of general education and eligibility for law study 
can be looked into and finally passed upon at the time of registration. It seems 
to me that this should be the universal practice. Only by so doing can the 
general educational requirement be effectively administered, for if the student 
is permitted to go ahead with his law study it is very hard to refuse him the 
privilege of taking the bar examination if he is a border line case. He has 
spent time and money in preparation and he feels, and the Board is likely to 
feel, that he has built up something of an estoppel. 

Such registration is desirable for other purposes as well. Knowing who 
are looking forward to careers as lawyers, makes possible a sponsorship 
requirement if such be thought desirable. It affords an opportunity to incul- 
cate a professional spirit in those who are soon to enter the Bar. In my own 
state we have made a start, at least, toward a closer relationship between the 
integrated bar and the registrants by sending to each of the latter without 
charge copies of the State Bar Journal. In itself this is a small matter but it 
does create an interest in the organized work of the Bar and it may be the fore- 
runner of further helpful contacts. For all of these reasons I am a strong 
believer in the requirement of registration before the beginning of law study. 

I would like to say a word about another device that we are using in 
California which merits study. I refer to what we call the First Year Examina- 
tion. It is required of all law students other than those studying in schools 
accredited by the Committee of Bar Examiners. This examination covers 
Contracts, Torts and Criminal Law. The purpose in mind is to protect the 
students themselves. The California accredited schools are those which are 
weeding out the poor students while the unaccredited ones are those which 
are not. In many instances in schools operated for profit the student is led 
along so long as he pays the fees, and he learns of his lack of aptitude or his 
poor instruction for the first time when he fails the bar examination. We 
cannot expect too much from even an excellent bar examination. We know 
that it is not, taken alone, a complete guaranty of excellence in those who 
pass. If no earlier eliminating is done, we have the unfortunate situation of a 
large number of applicants annually of whom only a small percentage should 

(Continued on page 40) 
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Admissions to Bar by Examinations in 1939 


Total 
Passing Passing Taking 


Percent 
Passing Passing 


66% 


59% 


30% 
38% 
69% 


71% 


63% 
97% 
91% 
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1939 Number Number Percent Total Total Percent 
State Examination Taking Passing Passing Taking Passing Passing 
Mississippi ........ February .... 30 24 80% 

ee 43 29 67% 73 53 73% 
re February .... 70 37 53% 

oe 181 138 76% 

October ...... 61 43 10% 312 218 10% 
DD oa svenneuay September ... 22 13 59% 22 13 59% 
ee November ... 26 13 50% 

ar 135 122 90% 161 135 84% 
PEE Sxacckawisan November ... 7 3 43% 7 43% 
New Hampshire ....June ........ 27 12 44% 27 12 44% 
New Jersey ........ PEE auwkuvtes 313 143 46% 

Gessner ...... 288 139 48% 601 282 47% 
New Mexico ........ February .... 11 11 100% 

Auge ...... 28 14 50% 39 25 64% 
oe rere, Seer er 1,154 419 36% 

. er 1,465 784 54% 

i ee 1,158 564 49% 3,777 1,767 47% 
North Carolina ..... er 100 62 62% 100 62 62% 
North Dakota ...... PE Giews vows 22 22 100% 22 22 100% 
a eee eee January ..... 206 108 52% 

ME sane eeas 394 265 67% 600 373 62% 
Peer December .... 64 52 81% 

Pe Be wesewn 121 75 62% 185 127 69% 
ee eee 95 61 64% 95 61 64% 
Pennsylvania .......:¢ January ..... 182 88 48% 

ae 335 143 43% 517 231 45% 
Rhode Island ....... ee 32 9 28% 

Oeteber ...... 34 15 44% 66 24 36% 
South Carolina ..... November ... 18 10 56% 

EE Ss acecus 22 6 27% 40 16 40% 
South Dakota ...... eee 6 4 67% 6 4 67% 
Tennessee ......... January ..... 111 68 61% 

MN ante dean 233 154 66% 344 222 65% 
edo kvcdutuden February .... 222 108 49% 

ee 324 166 51% 

October ...... 222 83 37% 768 357 46% 
ae ene October ...... 49 37 76% 49 37 76% 
WD ccs ce x waees | ee 22 16 100% 22 16 100% 
WHEE kvctvswosss December .... 75 35 47% 

CE Sxcasiens 170 107 63% 245 142 58% 
Washington ........ January ..... 44 34 17% 

a 90 74 82% 134 108 81% 
West Virginia ......March ....... 12 4 33% 

September ... 37 27 73% 49 31 63% 
WOOO. 5 45c secs ME aedeensws 51 29 57% 51 29 57% 
i) es pO eee 15 15 100% 15 15 100% 

ME AeA nck we eee 15,985 8,102 51% 15,985 8,102 51% 
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First-Timers and Repeaters in 1939 


% Repeaters 


1939 to Total 
Iexami- First-Timers Repeaters Taking First- 
State nation Taking ©; Pass.Taking % Pass. Exam. Timers 
BIBDAMER 2.002 ccccs February .. 2 100% 12 50% 86% 
eee 10 90% 5 40% 33% 92% 
Peer ee January ... 6 0% 6 50% 50% 
Pere 30 «690% 12 17% 29% 75% 
Arkansas .......... January ... 10 50% 30 37% 75% 
Jame ...... 33. 55% 27 37% 45% 53% 
California .......... March 117 35% 190 24% 62% 
October 453 50% 265 10% 37% 47% 
Colorado ........... Dec. 1938.. 15 80% 12 50% 44% 
June 1939.. 62 73% 1 0% 2% 74% 
Connecticut ........ December 24 46% 42 40% 64% 
SUMC ...... 65 65% 22 41% 25% 60% 
DeIMWATE. 2.0.06 655500 September . 5 60% 3 0% 38% 60% 
PRONG ...cccccase -February .. 14 57% 18 28% 56% 
June ...... 13 31% 21 10% 62% 
October 26 838% 16 19% 38% 42% 
BE Seivecccnepwcen December . 3 100% 9 89% 75% 
| ae 1l 45% 6 67% 35% 57% 
PE. ctwsew oesee March .... 198 78% 236 4 §8660% 54% 
September . 455 80% 149 48% 25% 80% 
Indiana ............Mareh - 20 TW% 51 45% 72% 
_., 2 77 = 82% 3 37% 28% 
October 23-83% 30 538% 57% 80% 
PO Siseccacicwtn October 36 100% 32 88% 47% 
August. 100 100% 5 80% 5% 100% 
errr crn February .. 28 96% 11 64% 28% 
June ...... 78 95% 5 60% 6% 95% 
Kentucky .......... December 33. 79% 37 97% 53% 
June ...... 119 67% 14. 71% 11% 70% 
Louisiana .......... March - 15 20% 26 §=50% 63% 
eae 77 = 74% - seen 0% 65% 
PE oo disicisinecvawwss February .. 4 0% 14 36% 78% 
August .... 3 T4% 6 50% 14% 67% 
Maryland .......00. November . 45 22% 141 33% 76% 
June ...... 141 38% 122 30% 46% 34% 
Massachusetts ...... Dec. 1938.. 157 34% 271 44% 63% 
June 1939.. 451 36% 257 24% 36% 35% 
Michigan .......... April ..... 74 39% 87 31% 54% 
September . 184 82% 56 30% 23% 69% 
Minnesota ......... March ‘ 8 38% 30 338% 79% 
, ae 97 68% 9 0% 8% 
November . 29 52% 3 52% 44% 63% 
Mississippi ........ February .. 17 76% 13. 85% 43% 
re 36 «69% 7 57% 16% 72% 
Se February .. 34 71% 3 36% 51% 
June ...... 161 79% 20 55% 11% 
October 33. 79% 28 «61% 46% 78% 
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First-Timers and Repeaters in 1939 


% Repeaters % % 
1939 to Total PassingforYr. Repeaters 
Exami- First-Timers Repeaters Taking First- Re- to Total 
State nation Taking % Pass.Taking % Pass. Exam. Timers peaters Taking ‘39 
oo eee September . 22 59% 0 i 0% 59% 0% 
Nebraska .......... November . 20 55% 6 33% 23% 
ere 126 95% 9 22% 7% 90% 227% 9% 
MOOV. osc ccicicces November . 7 43% Oo sea 0% 43% ons 0% 
New Hampshire ....Jume ...... 19 63% 8 0% 30% 63% 0% 30% 
New Jersey ........ April ..... 108 61% 205 838% 65% 
October 159 64% 129 29% 44% 638% 34% 56% 
New Mexico ........ February .. 7 100% 4 100% 36% 
August .... 24 58% 4 0% 14% 68% 50% 21% 
a) ee March - 192 53% 962 33% 83% 
ee 1,448 53% 17 65% 1% 
October 233 «39% 925 51% 80% 52% 42% 50% 
North Carolina ..... August .... 69 75% 31 32% 31% 15% 32% 31% 
North Dakota ...... June ...... 22 100% > een 0% 100% 0% 
ee ee January ... 86 55% 120 51% 58% 
ee 305 874% 89 44% 23% 70% 418% 35% 
Oklahoma .......... December 49 82% 15 80% 23% 
ae 110 65% 11 27% 9% 71% 58% 14% 
CPOGOE 26s. siecciccss MO adsxine 68 72% 27 44% 28% 72% 44% 28% 
Pennsylvania .......+ January ... 40 43% 142 50% 78% 
er 247 44% 88 40% 26% 44% 416% 44% 
Rhode Island .......March 12. 33% 20 25% 63% 
October . 22 59% 12 17% 35% 50% 22% 48% 
South Carolina .....November . 16 56% 2 50% 11% 
CE cuce%s 11 36% 11 18% 50% 48% 23% 33% 
South Dakota ...... June ...... 4 100% 2 0% 33% 100% 0% 33% 
Tennessee .......... January ... 58 69% 53 53% 48% 
er 18 73% 44. 36% 19% 72% 45% 28% 
eee er eet February .. 71 44% 151 51% 68% 
ee 228 49% 96 56% 30% 
October 121 18% 101 60% 45% 39% 55% 45% 
WRRR ccccccvssccses October - 40 75% 9 3% 18% 715% 78% 18% 
Vermont ....csccce October ... 22 100% 0 pesto 0% 100% 0% 
WORE SB ccsiseass December 26 «54% 49 43% 65% 
Sume ...... 124 68% 46 50% 27% 65% 416% 31% 
Washington ........< January ... 24 83% 20 70% 45% 
84 85% 6 50% 1% 84% 65% 19% 
West Virginia ...... March .... 7 438% 5 20% 42% 
September. 30 80% 7 43% 19% 3% 33% 24% 
WOME ons cccces ee 38 §=671% 13 15% 25% 71% 15% 25% 
WHOMIME .. 2.2.00 August 15 100% 0 0% 100% 0% 
29 Two-Examination States 
Summer ...3,774 65% 1,415 30% 27% 
Winter ....1,237 57% 1,810 46% 59% 
Total for 47 States ..... 8,170 60% 5,882 41% 42% 60% 41% 42% 
Note: The only jurisdictions not furnishing separate figures on repeaters for the 1939 examinations 


were the District of Columbia and Georgia. 
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Percentages—1937 to 1939 











Percent Passing Percent Passing 
Bar Examinations Bar Examinations 
1937 1938 1939 1937 1938 1939 

pO ere eee 35 92 66 Nebraska ........... 50 52 84 
ED oso is ho :00 0 os 63 85 59 a 56 60 43 
ATMAROAE 2... ccc ccce 30 34 44 New Hampshire ..... 51 68 44 
California .......... 40 47 3 New Jersey ......... 40 34 47 
COBOTOGO 2.0... 0.0505. 74 73 7 New Mexico ......... 3 45 64 
Connecticut ......... 38 40 52 gk. 46 45 47 
Delaware ........... 50 63 38 North Carolina ...... 63 56 62 
District of Columbia. 40 42 42 North Dakota ....... 100 100 100 
ee 50 20 30 Ee eer 63 53 62 
Er ee 37 44 3 Oklahoma ........... 68 64 69 
Se eee” 46 49 69 eee 62 42 64 
Ee 52 60 71 Pennsylvania ........ 40 52 45 
ae ene 52 45 63 Rhode Island ....... 47 42 36 
ee re 65 87 97 South Carolina ...... 33 39 40 
are 94 87 91 South Dakota ....... 50 40 67 
Kentucky ........... 68 85 75 Tennessee ........... 56 56 65 
Louisiana ........... 81 72 62 NI idl ah alan: ioe avi ts 33 41 46 
CN cts okiaae aon 61 46 58 _. _ ase 73 57 76 
Maryland ........... 34 33 33 a 100 67 100 
Massachusetts ....... 42 3 35 i ee 51 40 58 
Michigan ........... 61 64 56 Washington ......... 75 75 81 
Minnesota .......... 47 52 54 West Virginia ....... 73 69 63 
Mississippi .......... 60 3 73 Wisconsin ........... 46 56 57 
Po, re 64 64 70 Wyoming ........... 70 100 100 
ee 58 42 59 — — _— 
Percent Passing ... 48 48 51 





SOME PROBLEMS OF ADMISSION TO THE BAR 
(Continued from page 33) 


pass. On the other hand if we can apply fair tests of aptitude and general 
education at the time of registration and, if necessary, check up upon the 
least successful at the end of the first year of law study, we may be able to 
bring about a situation where only a selected group will be subject to the 
final examination and the percentage of success should be very high. 

Time has permitted mention of only a few of the problems relating to 
admission to practice. It is a subject that bristles with them. How are they 
to be solved? Not by symposia such as this nor by any action we may take 
as an association, nor by any action any other association may take. Occasions 
of this character are useful in providing a clearing house for ideas but the 
actual work of improving the admission process will have to be done in the 
laboratories. The latter, as I see it, are the 48 states of the Union and the 
District of Columbia. For the past two years I have served as chairman of the 
Association’s Committee on Bar Admissions. I came to that task after ten 
years of work on a cooperating committee in my own state which had brought 
about enormous improvement in our own admission methods. My enthusiasm 
was such that I expected law school men everywhere to jump at the chance of 
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establishing similar committees in their own states. I have been disillusioned. 
In a few states, it is true, we have had an interested and enthusiastic reception, 
but, generally speaking, I have been appalled at the apathy of my brethren. 
Some of them see no problems in their states! Others seem to think it can 
all be done by imperial ukase from I know not where, some are unhappy with 
their local situation but think nothing can be done. I am convinced that every 
state needs such a cooperating group, not for social diversion, as some seem 
to be, but for work and hard work. It can be had in any state if some law 
school man will generate the necessary enthusiasm to take the initiative. The 
American Bar Association will help him with the local Bar, the National 
Conference of Bar Examiners will help him with the examiners. Both of these 
bodies are definitely on record as favoring the development of such commit- 
tees. The law school man will have to give the matter thought and energetic 
effort but if he will his efforts will be fruitful. So far as I can see this is not 
only the best way to improve the present situation—it is the only way. 











A Directory of Bar Examiners 


ALABAMA 
Alabama Board of Bar Examiners 


A. J. Farrah, Dean, Chairman 
University of Alabama Law School 
University, Alabama 

Jack Crenshaw, Secretary 
First National Bank Building 
Montgomery, Alabama 

Frank Bainbridge 
Title Building 
Birmingham, Alabama 


ARIZONA 


Committee on Examinations and 
Admissions of the State Bar 


Gerald Jones, Chairman 
Valley National Building 
Tucson, Arizona 

J. L. Gust, Secretary 
Professional Building 
Phoenix, Arizona 

R. N. Campbell 

uma, Arizona 


ARKANSAS 

State Board of Law Examiners 
Edward L. Wright, Chairman 

Little Rock, Arkansas 
Robert L. Rogers, II, Secretary 

Little Rock, Arkansas 
Cecil R. Warner 

Fort Smith, Arkansas 
J. T. MeGill 

Bentonville, Arkansas 
Adrian Williamson 
Monticello, Arkansas 


J. E. Gaughan 
Camden, Arkansas 
Wm. F. Kirsch 
Paragould, Arkansas 
H. L. Ponder 
Walnut Ridge, Arkansas 


CALIFORNIA 


The Committee of Bar Examiners of the 
State Bar of California 


Hewlings Mumper, Chairman 
615 Richfield Building 
Los Angeles, California 
Eustace Cullinan, Vice-Chairman 
1401 Mills Tower 
San Francisco, California 


George L. Aynesworth 
1014 Helm Building 
Fresno, California 
Fred E. Lindley 
825 Bank of America Building 
San Diego, California 
Herbert W. Clark 
1110 Crocker Building 
San Francisco, California 
oO. D. Hamlin, Jr. 
Bank of America Building 
Oakland, California 


Jerry H. Powell 
409 Union Oil Building 
Los Angeles, California 


Leon E. Warmke, Secretary 
1400 Shell Building 
San Francisco, California 


James E. Brenner, Research Secretary 
1044 Hamilton Avenue 


Palo Alto, California 











COLORADO 


Colorado Board of Bar Examiners 
“The Law Committee” 


Wilbur F. Denious, Chairman 
§32 Equitable Building 
Denver, Colorado 


G. W. Humphrey, Secretary 
Kittredge Building 
Denver, Colorado 


Eugene H. Mast 

Currie Building 

Grand Junction, Colorado 
oe C. McCreery 


217 First National Bank Building 
Denver, Colorado 


J. Arthur Phelps 
Colorado Building 
Pueblo, Colorado 


W. W. Platt 
Alamosa, Colorado 
K. W. Robinson 


603 E. & C. Building 
Denver, Colorado 
Hon. Ira C. Rothgerber 
Symes Building 
Denver, Colorado 
Stanley T. Wallbank 
714 Equitable Building 
Denver, Colorado 
Leroy J. Williams 
934 Equitable Building 


Denver, Colorado 
CONNECTICUT 
Bar Examining Committee, State of 
Connecticut 


John W. Banks, Chairman 
County Court House 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 

B. Boardman, Secretary 


Hon. 


Wm. 


Bridgeport City Trust Company Bldg. 


Bridgeport, Connecticut 
James E. Wheeler, Treasurer 

42 Church Street 

New Haven, Connecticut 
Robert P. Anderson 

Groton, Connecticut 
A. Storrs Campbell 

49 Pearl Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 
Warren F. Cressy 

292 Main Street 

Stamford, Connecticut 
Thomas C. Flood 

Main Street 

Portland, Connecticut 
William W. Gager 

North and West Main Streets 

Waterbury, Connecticut 
John H. King 

Windham National Bank Building 

Willimantic, Connecticut 
Howard F. Landon 

Salisbury, Connecticut 
Ernest W. McCormick 

750 Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 
Hon. Frank P. McEvoy 

7 Kendrick Avenue 

Waterbury, Connecticut 
Samuel A. Persky 

205 Church Street 

New Haven, Connecticut 
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John S. Pullman 
First National Bank Building 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 
Allan K. Smith 
750 Main Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 


DELAWARE 


State Board of Bar Examiners of 
Delaware 


Henry Ridgely, Chairman 
Dover, Delaware 


Wm. S. Potter, Secretary 
Delaware Trust Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


George C. Hering, Jr. 
Delaware Trust Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Francis de H. Janvier 
Citizens Bank Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Frank M. Jones 
Georgetown, Delaware 


Hugh M. Morris 
DuPont Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Robert H. Richards 
DuPont Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Clarence A. Southerland 
Delaware Trust Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Committee of Examiners 
Bar of the District of Columbia 


Walter C. Clephane, Chairman 
843 Investment Building 
15th & K Streets, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Ralph Given, Secretary 
Tower Building 
Washington, D. C. 


John E. Laskey 
509 Albee Building 
Washington, D. C. 


Edward Stafford 
1001 15th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Andrew B. Duvall 
Hibbs Building 
Washington, D. C. 


—_-" L. Jones 
810 Colorado Building 
Washington, : Se 


Austin F. Canfield 
Woodward Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Vernon E. West 
Corporation Counsel’s Office 
District Building 
Washington, D. C. 


Charles F. Wilson 
American a Building 
Washington, D. 


Joseph A. Burkart 
Woodward Building 
Washington, D.C. 














FLORIDA 


State Board of Law Examiners 
of the State of Florida 


D. Niel Ferguson, Chairman 
Ocala, Florida 
H. P. Osborne, Vice-Chairman 
Jacksonville, Florida 
Alfred A. Green 
Daytona Beach, 
Sam H. Mann 
St. Petersburg, Florida 
N. Vernon Hawthorne 
Miami, Florida 
John Lewis Reese 
Pensacola, Florida 
W. Turner Davis 
Madison, Florida 
George P. Raney, Sr. 
Tampa, Florida 
Purl G. Adams 
Crestview, Florida 
Guyte P. McCord, Secretary 
Tallahassee, Florida 


Florida 


GEORGIA 


State Board of Bar Examiners, 
Georgia 


John M. Slaton, Chairman 
Grant Building 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Graham Wright, Secretary 
Rome, Georgia 

E. W. Maynard 
Macon, Georgia 


IDAHO 


Board of Commissioners of the 
Idaho State Bar 


Walter H. Anderson, 
Pocatello, Idaho 
Abe Goff, Vice-President 
Moscow, Idaho 
Sam S. Griffin, Secretary 
300 Capitol Securities Building 
Boise, Idaho 
Cc. W. Thomas 
Burley, Idaho 


President 


ILLINOIS 
State Board of Law Examiners 


James S. Handy, President 
1960 Field Building 
Chicago, Illinois 
Horace B. Garman, Secretary 
602 Millikin Building 
Decatur, Illinois 
Clarence W. Heyl 
805 Central National Bank Building 
Peoria, Illinois 
J. E. Etherton 
c/o Carbondale National Bank 
Carbondale, Illinois 
Charles P. Megan 
30 North LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 
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INDIANA 


State Board of Law Examiners for 
the State of Indiana 


Lenn J. Oare, President 
South Bend, Indiana 
Judge Julian Sharpnack, Vice-President 
Columbus, Indiana 
Alan W. Boyd, Secretary 
130 E. Washington Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 
Milo N. Feightner 
Huntington, Indiana 
Norman F. Arterburn 
Vincennes, Indiana 


IOWA 
Board of Law Examiners 


Fred D. Everett, 
Attorney General 
State House, 
Des Moines, 


B. W. Garrett, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
State House 
Des Moines, Iowa 


Herbert J. Hoffman 
Dubuque, Iowa 
Cc. N. Jepson 
Sioux City, lowa 
William R. Hart 
Iowa City, Iowa 


J. W. Anderson 
Sioux City, Iowa 


Chairman 
(ex officio) 


Hon. 


lowa 


t. S. Jackson 


Muscatine, lowa 


KANSAS 


State Board of Law Examiners, 
State of Kansas 


A. M. Keene, Chairman 
Fort Scott, Kansas 


W. F. Lilleston, Secretary 
First National Bank Building 
Wichita, Kansas 


James V. Humphrey 


First National Bank Building 
Junction City, Kansas 


T. M. Lillard 
New England Building 
Topeka, Kansas 


Fred Robertson 
Huron Building 
Kansas City, Kansas 


KENTUCKY 
Kentucky Board of Bar Examiners 
Hon. J. D. Mocquot, Chairman 


Box 63 
Paducah, Kentucky 


Field McLeod, Secretary 
Versailles, Kentucky 


R. R. Friend 
Irvine, Kentucky 














LOUISIANA 


Supreme Court Examining Committee 
(Board of Governors of the State 
Bar of Louisiana) 


Warren W. Comish, Acting President 
Pontchatoula, Louisiana 
Hugh M. Wilkinson 
1835 Canal Bank Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
Sigur Martin 
Lutcher, Louisiana 
E. D. Gianelloni 
Napoleonville, Louisiana 
E. Leland Richardson 
Minden, Louisiana 
K. K. Kennedy 
State Capitol 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
John H. McSween 
Commercial Bank Building 
Alexandria, Louisiana 
Lessley P. Gardiner (ex-officio) 
Attorney General 
State Capitol 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
John A. Klotz, Secretary and Treasurer 
1835 Canal Bank Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
Eugene A. Conway, Jr., Assistant Secretary 
State Capitol Building 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 


MAINE 
The Maine Bar Examiners 


Edward W. Atwood, Chairman & Secretary 
465 Congress Street 
Portland, Maine 

Bernard Archibald 
Masonic Building 
Houlton, Maine 

Sdward F. Merrill 
Palmer Merrill Building 
Skowhegan, Maine 

Hiram Willard 
Sanford, Maine 

Oscar H. Dunbar 
Machias, Maine 


MARYLAND 
Maryland State Board of Law Examiners 
Frederick W. C. Webb, Chairman 
Salisbury, Maryland 
James W. Chapman, Jr. 
415 Mercantile Trust Building 
Baltimore, Maryland 
Raymond S. Williams, Secretary 
1604 First National Bank Building 
Baltimore, Maryland 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts— 
Board of Bar Examiners 

William Harold Hitchcock, Chairman 

601 Tremont Building 

Boston, Massachusetts 
George S. Taft, Secretary 

Slater Building 

Worcester, Massachusetts 
Charles H. Beckwith 

31 Elm Street 

Springfield, Massachusetts 


Walter Powers 
75 Federal Street 
Boston. Massachusetts 
James W. Sullivan 
23 Central Avenue 
Lynn, Massachusetts 


MICHIGAN 
State Board of Law Examiners 


Byron L. Ballard, Chairman 
Olds Tower 
Lansing, Michigan 
*Jay Mertz, Assistant Secretary 
Lansing, Michigan 
G. Douglas Clapperton 
Michigan Trust Building 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 
Prentiss M. Brown 
t. Ignace, Michigan 
Edward A. Macdonald 
Penobscot Building 
Detroit, Michigan 
Waldo C. Granse 
Majestic Building 
Detroit, Michigan 


*Address all communications to Mr. Mertz 


MINNESOTA 


State Board of Law Examiners— 
Minnesota 


D. L. Morse, President 
Blue Earth, Minnesota 
Oscar G. Haugland, Secretary 
1400 Rand Tower 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 
Philip J. Mackey 
800 Minnesota Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
R. B. Reavill 
901 Alworth Building 
Duluth, Minnesota 
K. M. Wefald 
Hawley, Minnesota 


MISSISSIPPI 
The Board of Bar Admissions 


Gov. Paul Johnson, Chairman (Honorary) 
Jackson, Mississippi 
W. H. Inzer, Secretar 
Pontotoc, Mississippi 
Earl Wingo 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi 
Rn. M. Kelley Rs 
Vicksburg, Mississippi 


MISSOURI 
State Board of Law Examiners 


Robert B. Caldwell, President 
2000 Fidelity Bank Building 
Kansas City, Missouri 

Thomas F. McDonald, Secretary 
1010 Pine Street 
St. Louis, Missouri 

R. B. Oliver, Jr. 

H. & H. Building 
Cape Girardeau, Missouri 

W. Wallace Fry 
Mexico, Missouri 

Waldo Edwards 
Macon, Missouri 




















MONTANA 


Montana State Board of Law Examiners 


Judge George Y. Patten, Chairman 
Commercial National Bank Building 
Bozeman, Montana 

W. T. Pigott 
Helena, Montana 

H. L. DeKalb 
Lewistown, Montana 

Walter L. Pope 
Missoula. Montana 

Howard M. Lewis 
Plentywood, Montana 


NEBRASKA 
Nebraska State Bar Commission 


George H. Turner, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Lincoln, Nebraska 


W. C. Fraser 
Omaha Nativnal Bank Building 
Omaha, Nebraska 


Charles H. Kelsey 
Norfolk, Nebraska 


Harry L. Norval 
Seward, Nebraska 


Frank D. Williams 
703 First National 
Lincoln, Nebraska 


O. E. Shelburn 
Alma, Nebraska 


Bern R. Coulter 
Bridgeport, Nebraska 


Bank Building 


NEVADA 


Board of Bar Examiners 
State Bar of Nevada 


Albert D. Ayers, Chairm 
First National Bank. Building 
Reno, Nevada 
Douglas A. Busey, Secretary 
City Hall 
Reno, Nevada 
Robert Z. Hawkins 
153 N. Virginia Street 
Reno, Nevada 
Milton B. Badt 
First National Bank Building 
Elko, Nevada 
William Crowell 
Tonopah, Nevada 
Andrew L. Haight 
Fallon, Nevada 
V. Gray Gubler 
Las Vegas, Nevada 


State 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 
State Board of Bar Examiners 


Alexander Murchie 

Four Park Street 

Concord, New Hampshire 
Louis E. Wyman 

45 Market Street 

Manchester, New Hampshire 
John P. Carleton 

40 Stark Street 

Manchester, New Hampshire 
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NEW JERSEY 
State Board of Bar Examiners 


J. H. Harrison, Chairman 
810 Broad Street 
Newark, New Jersey 


F. W. Gnichtel 
Broad St. Bank Building 
Trenton, New Jersey 


Harry A. Stiles 
15 Exchange Place 
Jersey City, New Jersey 





Rue Brearley, Secretary 
State House Annex 
Trenton, New Jersey 


NEW MEXICO 


State of New Mexico—Board 
of Bar Examiners 


M. W. Hamilton, Chairman 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 


Hiram M. Dow 

Roswell, New Mexico 
Claud S. Mann 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 


Herbert Gerhart, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 


NEW YORK 
State Board of Law Examiners 


John Kirkland Clark 
72 Wall Street 
New York City, New York 
Philip J. Wickser, Secretary 
Buffalo Insurance Building 
Buffalo, New York 
Rollin B. Sanford 
120 State Street 
Albany, New York 





L. M. Benjamin, Clerk 
State Board of Law Examiners 
Albany, New York 


NORTH CAROLINA 
The Board of Law Examiners 


L. R. Varser, Chairman 

Lumberton, North Carolina 
Edward L. Cannon, Secretary 

Supreme Court Building 

Raleigh, North Carolina 
Kenneth O. Burgwin 

Wilmington, North Carolina 
Irving E. Carlyle 

Wachovia Bank & Trust Co. Building 

Winston-Salem, North Carolina 
George B. Greene 

Kinston, North Carolina 
H. G. Hedrick 

Durham, North Carolina 
Charles W. Tillett, Jr. 

Law Building 

Charlotte, North Carolina 
Kingsland Van Winkle 

Jackson Building 

Asheville, North Carolina 








NORTH DAKOTA 


State of North Dakota— 
State Bar Board 


c. L. Young, Chairman 
City National Bank Building 
Bismarck, North Dakota 


J. H. Newton, Secretary-Treasurer 
Bismarck, North Dakota 


Cc. J. Murphy 
Grand Forks, North Dakota 


Herbert G. Nilles 
Fargo, North Dakota 


OHIO 
Standing Committee on Examinations 


Loren E. Souers, Chairma 
1200 Geo. D. Harter _— Building 
Canton, Ohio 


Charles Tatgenhorst, Jr. 
719 Gwynne Bldg. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 


Nolan Boggs 
828 Nicholas Building 
Toledo, Ohio 


Harold F. Adams 
Buckeye Building 
Columbus, Ohio 


Lisle M. Buckingham 
Second National 
Akron, Ohio 


Jerome N. Curtis 
318 Leader Building 
Cleveland, Ohio 


Henry W. Cherrington 
Gallipolis, Ohio 


George R. Murray 
Callahan Building 
— Ohio 


Robert N. Sohngen 
Hamilton, Ohio 


Alfred A. Benesch 
Union Commerce Building 
Cleveland, Ohio 


Building 


OKLAHOMA 


Board of Bar Examiners for Oklahoma 
Bar Association 


Charles E. Earnheart, Chairman 
1108 Coleord Buildin 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

A. H. Ferguson, Vice-Chairman 
Durant, Oklahoma 

E. S. Collier 
Taloga, Oklahoma 

M. A. Cox 
Chandler, Oklahoma 

Joe W. Curtis 
Pauls Valley, Oklahoma 

Hicks Epton 
Wewoka, Oklahoma 

Matthew J. Kane 
Pawhuska, Oklahoma 

Finley McLaury 
Snyder, Oklahoma 

Keith Smith 
Jay, Oklahoma 
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OREGON 
Oregon Board of Bar Examiners 


Edgar Freed, Chairman 
Failing Building 
Portland, Oregon 

Robert T. Mautz, Secretary 
Board of Trade Building 
Portland, Oregon 

Lawrence T. Harris 
Miner Building 
Eugene, Oregon. 

Wm. Ganong 
Klamath Falls, Oregon 

Lester G. Oehler, 

Benton County State Bank Building 
Corvallis, Oregon 

Verne Dusenbery 
Spalding Building 
Portland, Oregon 

R. R. Morris 
Pacific Building 
Portland, Oregon 

Edwin D. Hicks 
Pacific Building 
Portland Oregon 

Stephen W. Matthieu 
Oregonian Building 
Portland, Oregon 





Mrs. M. H. Potter, Clerk 
1410 Yeon Building 
Portland, Oregon 


PENNSYLVANIA 


State Board of Law Examiners 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 


Members of Board 


Charles H. English, Chairman 
1412 Erie Trust Building 
Erie, Pennsylvania 

James J. Powell 
Mears Building 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 

Arthur M. Scully 
Union Trust Building 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Bernard J. Myers 
Lancaster, Pennsylvania 

Robert S. Gawthrop 
1617 Pennsylvania Boulevard 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


Mark E. Lefever, Secretary 
364 City Hall 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Miss Mathilda H. Remmert, Ass‘’t Secretary 
364 City Hal 
Philadelphia, 


‘Examiners 


Charles P. Maxwell 
energy oe National Bank Building 
Easton ennsylvania 
A. Evans Kephart 
Morris Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Paul H. Maxey 
Lincoln Building 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 
William F. Illig 
612 Masonic Building 
Erie, Pennsylvania 


Pennsylvania 














RHODE ISLAND 


State of Rhode Island and Providence 
Plantations—Board of Bar Examiners 


Chauncey E. Wheeler, Chairman 
2200 Industrial Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 

Fred B. Perkins, Secretary 
1204 Industrial Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 

John A. Tillinghast 
1204 Industrial Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 

Frederick W. O'Connell 
1310 Turks Head Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 


SOUTH CAROLINA 
State Board of Law Examiners 


Samuel T. Lanham, Chairman 
Spartanburg, South Carolina 
F. William Cappelmann 
Columbia, South Carolina 
Samuel L. Prince 


Anderson, South Carolina 





J. B. Westbrook 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Ex officio Secretary to the Board 
Columbia, South Carolina 


SOUTH DAKOTA 
State Board of Bar Examiners 


Dean Marshall McKusick, Chairman 
University of South Dakota 
Vermillion, South Dakota 

Claude W. Schutter, Secretary 
Vermillion, South Dakota 

Jason E. Payne 
Vermillion, 

Verle R. Seed 
Vermillion, South Dakota 

Clark Y. Gunderson * 
Vermillion, South Dakota 


South Dakota 


TENNESSEE 
Board of Law Examiners of Tennessee 


A. B. Broadbent, President 
Clarksville, Tennessee 

R. A. Davis, Vice-President 
Athens, Tennessee 

R. I. Moore, Secretary-Treasurer 
Commerce Title Building 
Memphis, Tennessee 


TEXAS 
Board of Examiners for the 
State of Texas 


Hon. J. L. Goggans, Chairman 
1118 First National Bank Building 
Dallas, Texas 
H. P. Steinle, Secretary 
Supreme Court of Texas 
Austin, Texas 
Judge J. H. Hart 
Brown Building 
Austin, Texas 
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Judge A. N. Moursund 
Frost National Bank Building 
San Antonio, Texas 


Ira Butler 
W. T. Waggoner Building 
Ft. Worth, Texas 


Neathery 
Esperson Building 
Houston, Texas 


Sam 


UTAH 
State Board of Bar Examiners 
Otto A. Weisley, Chairman 


State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 


L. J. Holther 
Eccles Building 
Ogden, Utah 
George D. Preston 
Logan, Utah 
E. Cc. Jensen 
Walker Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Cleon W. Wilkins 
Continental Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
om, Bak « L. Hoyt 
ephi, Utah 


VERMONT 
Board of Bar Examiners* 


Edward H. Deavitt, Chairman and Secretary 
Montpelier, Vermont 


Arthur L. Graves 
St. Johnsbury, 


juy M. Page 
Burlington, Vermont 


Walter S. Fenton 
Rutland, Vermont 


Alban J. Parker 
Springfield, Vermont 


Vermont 


Horace H. Powers 
St. Albans, Vermont 


*Listed according to seniority. 


VIRGINIA 
Virginia Board of Law Examiners 


Aubrey G. Weaver, President 
Front Royal, Virginia 


M. B. Watts, Secretary-Treasurer 
P. O. Box 1315 
Richmond, Virginia 


Stuart B. Campbell 
Wytheville, Virginia 


Henry C. Riely 
Mutual Building 
Richmond, Virginia 


Morton G. Goode 
Dinwiddie, Virginia 


feigh D. Williams 
Norfolk, Virginia 








WASHINGTON 


State Board of Law Examiners— 
State of Washington 


S. H. Kelleran, Chairm 
507 Dexter Secten Building 
Seattle, Washington 

Glenn E, Cunningham 
Old National Bank Building 
Spokane, Washington 

George W. McCush 
Bellingham Natl. Bank Building 
Bellingham, Washington 


WEST VIRGINIA 


State of West Virginia—Board of 
Law Examiners 


John O. Henson, President 
Martinsburg, West Virginia 
Berkeley Minor, Jr., Vice-President 
Charleston, West Virginia 

James W. Vandervort 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 
D. J. F. Strother 
Welch, West Virginia 


Jeo R. Curl 
heeling, West Virginia 





Wm. B. Mathews, Secretary 
Box 1406 
Charleston, West Virginia 


WISCONSIN 


State of Wisconsin—Board of Bar 
Commissioners 


Ferris M. White, President 
River Falls, Wisconsin 
Arthur A. McLeod, Secretary 

Supreme Court 

Madison, Wisconsin 
Edward J. Dempsey 

The American Bank Building 

Oshkosh, Wisconsin 
John O. Carbys 

403-4 Mitchell Building 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
Paul N. Grubb 

Janesville, Wisconsin 
Richard T. Reinholdt 

Stevens Point, Wisconsin 


WYOMING 


State Board of Law Examiners of 
Wyoming 


R. H. Nichols, President 
306 Consolidated Royalty Building 
Casper, Wyoming 

Lloyd C. Sampson, Secretary 
300-301 Hynds Building 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 

Louis J. O’Marr 
5-7 Barr Block 
Sheridan, Wyoming 

Cc. A. Zaring 
Basin, Wyoming 

P. W. Spaulding 
P. O. Box 126 
Evanston, Wyoming 
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ALASKA 
Alaska Board of Law Examiners 


James S. Truitt, Attorney General and 
President 
Juneau, Alaska 


R. E. Robertson 
Member, First Division 
Juneau, Alaska 

Hugh O'Neill 
Member, Second Division 
Nome, Alaska 


L. V. Ray 
Member, Third Division 
Seward, Alaska 


Chas. E. Taylor 
Member, Fourth Division 
Fairbanks, Alaska 


Robert E. Coughlin 
Clerk, U. S. District Court 
Juneau, Alaska 


Almer Rydeen 
Clerk, U. "S, District Court 
Nome, oro 


Hon. 


Maurice SKY 
Clerk, ‘Ss. District Court 


Valdez, “Alaska 
Dixie Hall 
Clerk, U. S. District Court 


Fairbanks, Alaska 


HAWAII 
Board of Examiners 


Heaton L. Wrenn, Chairman 
Bank of Hawaii Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Honorable Ray J. O’Brien 
Stangenwald Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Harry Hewitt 
Damon Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Dudley C. Lewis 
Castle & Cooke Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Joseph V. Hodgson 
Attorney General of Hawaii 
Iolani Palace 
Honolulu, Hawaii 


PUERTO RICO 
Board of Bar Examiners 


Hon. Harvey M. Hutchison 
Associate Justice 
Supreme Court of Puerto Rico 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 
Hon. Angel R. de Jests 
Associate Justice 
Supreme Court of Puerto Rico 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 
Frank Martinez 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 
Rafael O. Fernandez 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 
José L6pez Baralt 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 
Joaquin Lé6pez 
Secretary Supreme Court 
of Puerto Rico 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 














